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analysis  to  identify  impediments  to  fair  housing  choice  within  the  State  and  to  outline  and  take 
appropriate,  effective  actions  to  ameliorate  the  identified  impediments.  The  HUD  definition  of  “fair 











 Various  reports on  the  effects of  zoning, other  land use  controls  and building  controls on  fair 
housing and affordable housing, including a report written by Arizona State University faculty.  




classes and  the various segments of  the housing  industry, about  fair housing and  the nature of 
housing discrimination.  
 
Several  reports  on  the  Analysis  of  Impediments  to  Fair  Housing  Choice  from  other  states,  such  as 

















 Frequently  cited  is  the 1994  revision of  the Arizona Residential Landlord and Tenant Act  that 
creates  a presumption  that  occupancy  limited  to  two persons per  bedroom  is  reasonable  as  a 
standard for compliance with the Fair Housing Act.  
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it  stems  from  ignorance,  prejudice,  fears  of  the  impacts  of  desegregation  and  change,  plus  a 
paralysis and polarization of interest groups.  
 We  believe  the  problems  in  any  affordable  housing  within  Arizona  to  be  complex  and 
interrelated.  These  problems  include  lack  of  industry  and  consumer  education,  inadequate 
enforcement,  resources,  and  socio‐economic  factors  in  the  Arizona  state  markets...some 
discrimination is not visible, it is generational.  




three problems:  lack of education, affordability and  the  lack of effectiveness and  integration  in 
existing  governmental  programs.  In  terms  of  fair  housing,  the  primary  problem  is  lack  of 
education  from  groups  on  all  sides  of  the  issues,  including  consumers  (renters/buyers)  sellers 
(landlords, real estate agents, owners, lenders) and regulatory and nonprofit agencies.  
 Lack  of knowledge  on  the part  of housing providers, housing  seekers,  landlords  and  tenants, 
concerning the fair housing laws, the American with Disabilities Act (ADA), state tenant/landlord 
laws.  Historically,  these  laws  only  looked  at  solutions  to  problems  of  inaccessibility  by 
“grouping”  rather  than  community  approach.  Lack  of  enforcement  of  laws  and  lack  of 
networking to identify current affordability and accessible housing.  
 
There was  consensus  among  the participants  concerning  the  antidotes  to  these  issues. These  included 
need for more education on what constitutes fair housing violations and to encourage more tolerance of 
the protected classes, better coordination among advocacy and development agencies and between  the 
public  and  private  sectors,  more  affordable  housing,  and  more  leadership,  particularly  from  elected 
officials. 
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The  remainder  of  this  Analysis  of  Impediments  looks  at  Arizona’s  racial,  income  and  housing 
demographics,  the  identified  impediments  to  fair housing  that have been discerned by  the community 
and through FHIP funded studies, the ongoing activities to ameliorate or better, to remove impediments, 
and a list of actions appropriate to the State government.  
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This  section  shows  in  narrative  and  table  formats  data  related  to  population,  income,  poverty, 
employment and housing.  The data is divided into two broad geographical categories: the state level and 
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the  40s  or  50s.  But  that  is  a  myth,  rather  than  a  reality.  According  to  Census  2000,  median  age  of 
population in Arizona was 34.2 years, which is lower than the U.S. median age of 35.3 years.  
 
 School‐Age Population  (Under 18 Years)  ‐ Data presented  in Table 2  shows  that  the  school age 
population (Under 18 years) in Arizona is 26.6% of the total population. 
 Working‐Age Population  (18  to 65 Years)    ‐ This population group  comprises 60.3% of  the  total 
population. 






























 Median  Household  Income  –  Households,  including  one  person  households,  incorporate  both 
family  income  and non‐family  income. Many non‐family households  consist  of  either  an  elderly 
surviving spouse or a very young adult.   
 Median Family Income – Family refers to the census definition of “householder” and one or more 
other persons  living  in  the same household who are related by blood, marriage or adoption. This 
excludes  one person households.  Income  is higher here  than  in  other measures  because  families 
typically have more people earning incomes.    
 Per  Capita  Income  –  Represents  income  received  by  all  individuals  who  live  in  the  area;  the 
aggregate figure is divided by total population, giving per capita personal income.  
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Why do people  in Arizona have  lower  incomes  than national average? There  is no easy answer. Most 




























Total Households  1,901,625  100.0%  105,539,122  100.0% 
Less than $10,000  163,221  8.6%  10,067,027  9.5% 
$10,000 to $14,999  120,770  6.4%  6,657,228  6.3% 
$15,000 to $19,999  128,205  6.7%  13,536,965  6.3% 
$20,000 to $29,999  270,248  14.2%  13,519,242  13.0% 
$30,000 to $39,999  253,930  13.4%  17,446,272  12.3% 
$40,000 to $49,999  210,511  11.1%  20,540,604  10.6% 
$50,000 to $74,999  365,024  19.2%  10,799,245  19.5% 
$75,000 to $99,999  184,026  9.7%  8,147,826  10.2% 
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Less than $10,000  8.6%  7.3%  13.5% 24.2% 11.9% 8.3% 11.0%  13.3% 11.6% 7.9%
Less than $15,000  14.9%  13.3%  21.2% 33.9% 16.9% 18.2% 19.1%  20.8% 20.0% 13.9%
Less than $20,000  21.7%  19.7%  28.5% 42.6% 22.0% 21.9% 28.5%  28.3% 29.2% 20.1%
Less Than $30,000  35.9%  33.4%  44.2% 58.0% 32.8% 34.8% 46.9%  44.3% 46.9% 33.6%
Less than $40,000  49.7%  47.1%  58.2% 70.8% 44.3% 51.3% 63.1%  59.4% 62.9% 46.9%
Less than $50,000  60.8%  58.2%  68.7% 79.5% 54.0% 64.8% 75.2%  70.6% 74.3% 57.9%
Less than $75,000  80.0%  78.1%  85.4% 93.0% 72.6% 82.5% 91.7%  87.2% 90.3% 77.8%
Less than $100,000  89.7%  88.4%  93.3% 97.5% 84.3% 93.0% 97.3%  95.1% 96.5% 88.2%
More than $100,000  10.3%  11.6%  6.7% 2.5% 15.7% 7.0% 2.7%  4.9% 3.5% 11.8%









36.5%  for  “American  Indian  and  Alaska  Natives”,  23.6%  for  “Hispanics”  and  19.5%  for  “African 
Americans”,  as  compared  to  9.9%  for  “White”.  Further  details  on  poverty  by  race  and  ethnicity  are 
presented in Table 6:  
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Total Population  4,634,191  619,344  13.4% 
White  3,549,285  351,871  9.9% 
Black or African American  131,182  25,516  19.5% 
American Indian and Alaska Native  222,428  81,194  36.5% 




Some Other Race  513,670  125,416  24.4% 
Two or More Races  128,970  24,096  18.7% 
Hispanic or Latino*  1,116,887  263,929  23.6% 









 According  to Census  2000,  the percentage  of population  age  5  and  older with disability  status  in 
Arizona was 20.1% for males and 18.7% of females. Comparable numbers at the U.S. level were 19.7% 
and 19.2%. 














Income  in  1999  at  or  above  poverty 
level 
384904  84.0% 
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Single  family  is  the primary  type of housing both  in Arizona and  for  the U.S. as a whole. Census 2000 
data  reveals  that  almost  65%  of  the  total  housing  units  in  Arizona  are  single  family  homes,  20% 







Housing Information Indicator  Number  %  Number  % 
Total Number of Units in 2000:  2,189,189  100%  115,904,641  100% 
Single Family  1,375489  64.8%  76,313,410  65.9% 
Multifamily  483,738  20.1%  30,549,393  26.3% 
Manufactured or Mobile Homes  302,575  13.8%  8,779,228  7.6% 
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Lacking Complete Plumbing Facility   21,088  1.1%  0.6% 
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Web  site  of  the  Federal  Financial  Institutions  Examination  Council  (FFIEC).  The  Council  is  a  formal 
interagency body empowered to prescribe uniform principles, standards, and report forms for the federal 
examination of financial institutions by the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System (FRB), the 
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Home  Mortgage  Disclosure  Act  (HMDA)  data  by  county  is  not  readily  available  for  rural  Arizona 
counties. Such data is only available for the five Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs) of  Phoenix‐Mesa 
MSA, Tucson MSA, Flagstaff, AZ‐UT MSA , Las Vegas, NV‐AZ MSA and Yuma MSA. Although lending 
data  by  census  tracts  is  not  available  for  rural  counties,  we  believe  that  patterns  and  conclusions 
concerning  lending  practices  in  areas  of minority  concentration  in  Yuma  and  Flagstaff MSAs  can  be 
extrapolated to other parts of the State, while still considering circumstances specific to each region.  
 
The HMDA data  for  the  two  study  areas  shows disparities  in  the  number  of  applications  submitted, 
denied and withdrawn or closed. 




























Cochise 6          3,375 75.0           844         2,531           101        2,363     36.2 62.8       Moderate 
Cochise 7          4,052 85.2           600         3,452               5        3,416     33.8 76.0       Moderate 
Cochise 8          4,951 85.3           730         4,221             23        4,123     35.4 71.0       Moderate 
Cochise 9          6,759 92.6           502         6,257             15        6,170     40.6 59.3       Moderate 
Gila 13          1,563 75.7          380        1,183            12       1,145    25.6 84.1       Middle 
Pinal 19          2,332 83.4           388         1,944           123        1,567     37.1 57.2       Moderate 
Pinal 20          8,990 81.4        1,670         7,320           202        6,594     27.6 60.2       Moderate 
Santa Cruz 9961.02        12,875 81.7        2,352       10,523             30      10,288     14.0 97.5       Middle 
Santa Cruz 9962          4,147 93.3           280         3,867               5        3,815     35.0 68.0       Moderate 
Santa Cruz 9963          7,944 94.5           440         7,504               8        7,442     31.0 62.1       Moderate 
Santa Cruz 9964.01          3,645 95.7           157         3,488               6        3,466     32.3 80.0       Moderate 
Santa Cruz 9964.02          4,999 94.5           276         4,723             19        4,664     38.5 60.1       Moderate 
Yuma 2          3,926 76.9          906        3,020            75       2,766    17.8 96.5       Middle  
Yuma 3.01          3,839 78.3          832        3,007            33       2,768    24.5 89.7       Middle  
Yuma 3.02          4,713 85.2           698         4,015             20        3,765     45.8 63.9       Moderate 
Yuma 4.02          3,563 85.8          507        3,056            26       2,941    29.1 86.4       Middle  
Yuma 7          4,858 78.1        1,066         3,792             27        3,567     27.4 71.3       Moderate 
Yuma 114.01          8,091 99.0             84         8,007               4        7,988     34.0 68.0       Moderate 
Yuma 115.01          2,705 83.1           457         2,248           475        1,727     40.0 70.0       Moderate 
Yuma 115.02          7,305 96.0          292        7,013            27       6,939    26.4 81.0       Middle  
Yuma 116          5,024 98.9            56        4,968            11       4,944    38.1 38.1       Low 
Source: FFIEC and Arizona Department of Housing.
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Two groups of census  tracts were selected  for comparison and analysis purposes. Each group had  five 













Our  conclusion  is  that  at  least  part  of  the  differences  in  the  loan  originations  and  loan  denial  rates 
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CT 3  261  40  111 56 8 476  54.8% 23.3%
CT 17  168  47  96 50 8 369  45.5% 26.0%
CT 22  38  16  52 8 3 117  32.5% 44.4%
CT 23  4  19  29 2 0 54  7.4% 53.7%
CT 24  0  9  68 1 0 78  0.0% 87.2%
Total  471  131  356 117 19        1,094  43.1% 32.5%
Average  94.2  26.2  71.2 23.4 3.8        218.8   ‐   ‐ 
Group 2                     
CT 1  376  44  61 49 5 535  70.3% 11.4%
CT 6  625  87  78 88 12 890  70.2% 8.8%
CT 7  300  45  70 53 8 476  63.0% 14.7%
CT 9  223  39  49 37 10 358  62.3% 13.7%
CT 14  555  92  123 95 16 881  63.0% 14.0%
Total         2,079             307             381            322             51            3,140   66.2% 12.1%
Average  415.8  61.4  76.2 64.4 10.2 628   ‐   ‐ 
Flagstaff 



















(the high poverty  area)  and Group  2  (the  low poverty  area)  could  be  associated with discrimination practices  in 
lending. 
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CT 4.02  168  40  159  43  6  416  40.4%  38.2% 
CT 7  67  12  61  24  2  166  40.4%  36.7% 
CT 114.01  453  70  230  63  24  840  53.9%  27.4% 
CT 115.01  184  19  106  48  3  360  51.1%  29.4% 
CT 16  82  6  64  36  4  192  42.7%  33.3% 
Total 




Average  1,90.8  29.4  124  42.8  7.8  394.8   ‐   ‐ 
Group 2                         
CT 2  104  17  67  18  1  207  50.2%  32.4% 
CT 6  213  33  79  43  10  378  56.3%  20.9% 
CT 11  204  36  105  51  9  405  50.4%  25.9% 
CT 109  777  110  207  81  22  1,197  64.9%  17.3% 
CT 111  815  124  329  124  22  1414  57.6%  23.3% 
Total  2,113  320  787  317  64              3,601   58.7%  21.9% 
Average  422.6  64  157.4  63.4  12.8  720.2   ‐   ‐ 
                          
Yuma 
County  5,521  842  2,469  934  196              9,962   55.4%  24.8% 
Note: CT 4.02 is CT 4; CT 114.01 is CT 114, and CT 115.01 is CT 115.     
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standard housing and  fair housing  intersect, and must be addressed by all sectors  involved  in housing 
development.  Those  agencies—government  agencies  with  funds  for  affordable  housing  activities, 
nonprofits with affordable housing resources, and private sector actors in housing —developers, builders, 
property owners and managers ‐ must not hide from the harsh realities of real suffering that are hidden 
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Pima  Tucson  325  62.9  157  42.8 
Yavapai  Prescott  9  1.7  9  2.5 
Coconino  Flagstaff  7  1.4  7  1.9 
Yuma    Yuma  6  1.2  8  2.2 
Cochise  Sierra Vista  3  0.6  6  1.6 
Gila  Payson    3  0.6  2  0.5 
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False representation      29  3.9%





Retaliation      1  0.1%
Reasonable accommodations    64  8.7%
Total           736  100.0%




Familial Status        34  6.4%
Race        107  20.1%
National Origin      91  17.1%
Disability        195  36.6%
Sex        20  3.8%
Mental Handicap      12  2.3%
Retaliation      48  9.0%
Religion 
        13  2.4%
Color        13  2.4%
Total        533  100.0%
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 A  number  of  respondents  agreed,  not  surprisingly,  that  discrimination  does  exist  in  the 
communities, which they serve. 






 Discrimination  by  disability  ‐  Respondents  described  discrimination  against  the  disability 
community as usually involving a landlord’s unwillingness to make reasonable accommodations 
for the tenant. Typical complaints fall in the categories of refusal to adapt public spaces, refusal to 
allow  the disabled  tenant  to make modifications  to  the unit, and  refusal  to allow  the disabled 
tenant to have an “assistive” animal. 
 Discrimination by Familial Status, Racial and Ethnicity Basis – Familial status appears to be the 
most problematic  form of discrimination currently occurring, although  it often  is a disguise  for 
racial discrimination. “...the occupancy standard  law passed by the Arizona  legislature a  few years ago 
provides  an  open  opportunity  for  racial  discrimination  and  disparate  treatment  based  on  familial 
status...The  law only allows  two persons per bedroom,   and  landlords often preclude  large  families  from 
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suspicion  that  families  and  minority  households  suffer  disproportionately  at  these 
hearings.  
o Also affecting  the  renter are  the amendments  to  the Arizona Landlord and Tenant Act 
allowing nearly summary evictions.  
o Enforcement agencies do not have a presence in rural areas.  




o Non‐English  speaking  households  cannot  readily  find  documents  that  describe  their 
rights written in their native languages.  
 
Question  Four: The  Fair Housing  statutes protect persons  on  the basis  of  race,  color,  religion,  sex, 
disability,  familial status and national origin. Do you  find  that some of  these categories experience 
discrimination  more  than  others?  Which  categories?  Are  there  typical  ways  in  which  they  are 
discriminated against?  
 
 The  consensus  to  this  question,  which  was  discussed  under  Question  Three,  is  that  
discrimination against people with disability tops the list of the types of discrimination.  
















 More  education  for  landlords  and  apartment  management  regarding  issues  related  to 
discrimination in housing and cultural sensitivity. 




 More education, awareness about  their  rights, TV commercials, and  radio announcements and 
advertisement that reach renters and landlords. 
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that white  evaluations  of  blacks  and Latinos  are  strongly negative,  especially when  compared  to 
white  self‐ratings.  Almost  one‐third  of  whites  surveyed  thought  blacks  and  Latinos  were 
unintelligent, while only one  fifth thought they were  intelligent. (The rest rated them  in a middle 
category.) By contrast, nearly three‐fifths of whites rated their own racial Group as intelligent, and 
only  6%  rated  them  as  unintelligent. On  another  question  inquiring whether  various  identity 
Groups were hard working or lazy, whites again had a high opinion of their own work habits (57% 
hard working,  only 5%  lazy), while denigrating Latinos  and  blacks:  for Latinos, whites’  ratings 
were 26% hard working, 37% lazy; for blacks, whites’ ratings were 18% hard working, 47% lazy. 
While  the NORC  survey  does  not  convey  a  completely  negative  assessment  by whites,  it  does 













and HOME  local  government  subgrantees  to  require  their  support  and  action  to  further  identify  and 
remove  impediments, as a condition of  funding. All activities  to ameliorate  the  identified  impediments 
will be undertaken through a partnership of the State,  its grantee subrecipients, fair housing advocates, 
the  Arizona  Housing  Network  and  others.  We  now  turn  to  a  discussion  of  the  impediments  to  fair 
housing  choice  as  they  exist  in  Arizona,  and  a  list  of  recommended  actions  to  ameliorate  these 
impediments, along with time objectives for implementation.  
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Impediment Number One: Lack Of Knowledge Of Fair Housing Laws By Housing Consumers  
 
Recommendations for Amelioration or Removal of Impediment Number One:  
 
 Send Public Service announcements (PSAs) to local media in all areas receiving funding from 
Arizona Department of Housing grant programs periodically that cover fair housing issues.  
 Continue to distribute the fair housing brochures on fair housing rights, both in English and Spanish, 
to all organizations which serve low income, disabled and minority groups.  
 Develop LEP (Limited English Proficiency) Plan that maximizes opportunities for publicizing fair 
housing protections. 
 Continue to participate in the Arizona Fair Housing Partnership and actively advocate for more rural 
initiatives. 
 Continue investments in statewide education efforts in all rural counties. 
 
Implementation Timeframes for Impediment Number One:  
 
 The PSAs and brochures will be circulated to the media periodically, commencing September 2004. 
 Education efforts contract will be re-evaluated and renewed during August 2004. 
 The Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Plan will be developed and completed by December 2004. 
 Attendance at the Arizona Fair Housing Partnership is an ongoing responsibility of the department. 
 
Impediment Number Two: Lack Of Knowledge Of Fair Housing Laws By Housing Industry Agents: 
Realtors, Builders, Landlords, Management Agents, Lenders And Insurers.  
 
Recommendation for Amelioration or Removal of Impediment Number Two:  
 Assess the success of ADOH’s fair housing education plan (revamped in 2003) and re-examine the 
segments of the industry most in need of education and develop a plan to provide training to these 
groups statewide.  Key in this effort will be a continued department commitment to training in all 
rural counties and training at department compliance events for property managers. Additionally, 
pending the re-evaluation scheduled for August, the Department will continue to require its 
education provider to target housing industry agents as well as housing consumers in its overall 
training offerings. 
 
Implementation Timeframes for Impediment Number Two – September 2004 – September 2007.  
 
 Education efforts contract will be re-evaluated and renewed during August 2004. 
 
Impediment Number Three: Lack of Hard Data on the Extent of Discrimination in the Areas of 
Homebuyer Insurance, Zoning and Permitting Processes 
 
Recommendations for Amelioration or Removal of Impediment Number Three:  
 
 Initiate activities that will result in an empirical study of the availability and terms of homeowner 
insurance in predominately minority and low income census tracts. Interest by the State Department 
of Insurance, ASU and/or UofA faculty in designing and performing the analysis will be sought.  
 Approach the Arizona Planning Association and Arizona’s institutions of higher education to seek 
their commitment to a study of the effects of zoning and permitting on fair housing in a small sample 
of rural Arizona communities.  
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 Arizona Department of Housing will continue to provide technical assistance on how to include 
meaningful housing elements in rural Arizona comprehensive plans.  
 
Implementation Timeframes for Impediment Number Three:  
 
 Discussions concerning the insurance and zoning studies will commence in September 2004 and 
studies will be complete by September 2005.  
 
Impediment Number Four: Testing Of Rental, Sales, Lending And Insurance Activities Is Intermittent, 
And Does Not Usually Cover The State Outside Of Maricopa And Pima Counties.  
 
Recommendations for Amelioration or Removal of Impediment Number Four:  
 
 Meet with FHIP grantees and other fair housing advocates to determine which aspects of fair housing 
are the highest priority to test, and which geographic locations are the highest priorities in which to 
test. At least one urban and one rural area will be identified for testing. The cost of testing will be 
determined and funding sources will be sought.  
 
Implementation Timeframes for Impediment Number Four:  
 
 Meetings to determine what to test and where to test, and the cost of a testing program will 
commence in 2005. Funding for testing on priority issues and in priority locations will be sought 
throughout the four-year duration of this Analysis of Impediments.  
 
Impediment Number Five: Not In My Back Yard (NIMBY) Attitudes Concerning Housing For Low 
Income And Disabled Persons.  
 
Recommendations for Amelioration or Removal of Impediment Number Five:  
 
 Sponsor training for housing and disability community agencies and advocates, staff of local 
governments, and other interested parties at which anti-NIMBY strategies will be discussed, using 
models that have worked successfully in Arizona and elsewhere.  
 Ensure that all ADOH-sponsored training includes strategies for housing developers to overcome 
NIMBY attitudes including information on building public support for affordable housing projects. 
 Undertake, in partnership with the Arizona Housing Commission, a public education campaign 
about the importance of affordable housing to Arizona community health. 
 Communities which receive CDBG and HOME funds will be advised that, as a result of receiving a 
grant from Housing Department, the State will require the local government to advocate for and 
support housing activities which benefit low income persons and persons covered by the fair housing 
act. A planning process for implementing specific requirements and guidelines for grantees will be 
undertaken.  
 
Implementation Timeframes for Impediment Number Five:  
 
 Recipients  of  2005  and  later  year’s  CDBG  and  HOME  funds  will  be  advised  of  the  State’s 
expectations  concerning  support  of  fair  housing,  and  the  state’s  position  as  an  anti–NIMBY 
advocate.    The  planning  process  for  the  development  of  specific  expectations will  take  place 
before  the  2005  grant  award  process  and will  be  continuously  revisited  during  future  award 
years.  
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Both  the  public  and  private  sectors  in  Arizona  are  actively  working  to  remove  impediments  to  fair 






are all grateful  for  the opportunity  to obtain and use  these grants, which primarily  fund  the  testing of 
rental, new subdivision sales, and Group home activities. The  three FHIP grantees are  the Civil Rights 
Division  of  the  Office  of  the  Arizona  Attorney  General,  the  Arizona  Fair  Housing  Center,  and  the 
Southern Arizona Housing Center. The activities of these agencies are primarily focused on the Phoenix 














during  this  evaluation  period  has  been  of  the  highest  quality...your work  reflects  a  commendable 





The  Arizona  Department  of  Housing  has  also  actively  worked  to  further  fair  housing,  by  funding 





 Southwest  Fair  Housing  Council  received  $265,000  in  2003  to  use  for  education  and  advocacy 
programs related to fair housing in the 13 rural counties of Arizona. 
 Southern  Arizona  Housing  Center  received  $48,633  in  2002  to  further  fair  housing  education  in 
several central and southeastern Arizona rural counties. 
 Arizona  Fair  Housing  Center  received  $49,225  to  provide  fair  housing  training  in  Maricopa, 
Coconino, Yavapai, Navajo and Apache and counties 
 Community  Legal  Services  received  $19,263  to work  on  fair  housing  education  issues  in  La  Paz, 
Mohave and Yuma counties. 
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real  estate  licensees  about discrimination  and  the  subtle  and not‐so‐subtle  forms  it  takes. Many  of us 
remember a presentation at the opening panel discussion by Carol Carpenter, a former Maricopa County 
Supervisor and an attorney. She vividly described how she was discriminated against as she searched for 














recent  activities  included  the  design  and  delivery  of  a  six  hour  fair  housing  instructor  development 
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of  the Housing Network. The  levels of energy and commitment, plus a general  feeling of enthusiasm, 




fair  housing  mock  trials,  which  dramatically  portrayed  fair  housing  violations.  These  trials  were 
presented around the state, and were attended by 1,700 persons, most of whom were real estate licensees. 




a  year.  As  part  of  their  VAMA  agreements,  homebuilders,  real  estate  licensees  and  rental  property 
managers must all receive at  least  three hours of  fair housing  training, over a period of  two years. The 





Both  the Arizona Association  of Realtors®  and  the Central Arizona Homebuilders  are participants  in 
Voluntary  Affirmative  Marketing  Agreements  (VAMA).  These  agreements  have  the  purpose  of 






In closing,  the public and private sectors  involved  in housing  in Arizona do actively participate  in and 
support  fair  housing  efforts. As mentioned  in many  places  throughout  this  document,  fair  housing’s 
greatest enemy  is  ignorance, and  the agencies mentioned  in  this section work hard  to dispel myth and 
ignorance about the protected classes.  
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The  Department  of  Housing  is  currently  in  the  process  of  preparing  the  HUD‐required  analysis  of 
impediments  to  fair housing  in Arizona and we need your assistance. Please complete  the survey and 
return it to Ondrea Barber at (602‐771‐1002), no later than Friday March 15, 2004. Your responses to this 





2.   Do  you  believe  that  housing  in  the  communities  served  by  your  organization  is  generally 







c.   Unavailability  of  sites  suitably  zoned  for  affordable  housing,  i.e.:  manufactured  housing, 
higher densities. 
d.   Other zoning  issues, such as  requiring  large  lot  sizes, dedicated parcels  for parks,  schools, 
churches; expensive amenities, such as tile roofs, expensive facades.  
e.   Unwillingness  of  local  lenders  to  underwrite  mortgage  loans  and  multifamily  loans  for 
affordable units and low income households. 




4. The  Fair Housing  statutes  protect  persons  on  the  basis  of  race,  color,  religion,  sex,  disability, 
familial  status  and  national  origin.  Do  you  find  that  some  of  these  categories  experience 
discrimination more  than others? Which  categories? Are  there  typical ways  in which  they  are 
discriminated against?  
 
5. What positive  things  can you  say  about  the  status of  racial discrimination  in housing  in your 
community? Are there positive trends taking place?  
 
6.   What  recommendations  do  you  have  for  actions  that  would  reduce  the  level  and  kinds  of 
discrimination in housing?  
 
Please attach any additional comments.  
 
